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Covert discrimination cannot exist without falsehood. . .Often the blame is placed on the
victim. . .

You will cause the least trouble to the university if you can be persuaded to doubt your own
worth and to believe that your opponents are being objective. The university may also rely on
your fear of what will happen to you if you resist its authority. If, however, you do struggle,
the university will put forth a powerful effort to get you to fight the case on its own grounds
(usually the quality of your scholarship, occasionally the quality of your teaching).

Those who have the power to practice discrimination understand its mechanisms far better
than do their victims. Many of us are burdened with a sense of inferiority; though we know
better, we are nevertheless likely to believe authorities who assure us in a seemingly rational and
objective or even benevolent tone that our work is mediocre. People who possess the critical
vocabulary, who know the lingo, can always find the words and means to support a
predetermined negative judgment; all that is needed is the will to make that judgment.

There are stock methods of creating such a negative assessment: discovering *‘inconsistencies’
between parts of your work; distorting the argument; suggesting that the development lacks
complexity; asserting that your work failed to include some other aspect of the subject.

When discrimination is being practiced, the publication of an article, even in a prestigious
journal, is no longer a sufficient guarantee of the article’s quality...

Marcia R. Lieberman!

InTRODUCTORY REMARKS: OBJECTIVES AND

SummAaRry OF THE TorIics SURVEYED

The primary purpose of this chapter is to help individuals defend themselves against
inadequate or inaccurate allegations. Many fail to fight good cases because they do not know
the Marquess of Queensberry’s Rules — and how some administrators hit below the belt
and get away with it. As the above quotation from Marcia Lieberman points out, the
academic system can force the innocent victim to believe in his or her own guilt. The system,
with its potential for bias in peer review at a number of levels (thesis examination, referecing
of manuscripts and research grant proposals, hiring or firing, promotion and other awards),
destroys much individual creativity.? This destruction is done in an inefficient and
hypocritical way: discrimination for irrelevant reasons is practised in the name of academic
excellence. The dissident is sacrificed on the altar of administrative convenience.
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This chapter needs to be longer than previous ones for three reasons: first, there is a
wide range of honest opinions about what constitutes good performance in research or
teaching. However, complications arise in interpreting the words used to justify some guilty
verdicts.

Second, when the suppressors strike, the victim may not have the time or the resources
to sift through the literature on evaluation of performance in order to prepare an adequate
defence. As Professor R. D. Wright described so well in the preface to Eddy’s book on the
Orr case, the victim will find himself deserted by his fairweather academic friends.> The
victim, even if a dues-paying member of his staff association, may find that staff association
officials regard him as a threat to their own negotiations for improved pay or working
conditions, negotiations carried out in a cosy manner with the administration. While there
are a variety of options open in countering suppression generally, the options are narrowed
when the suppressors attempt to effect dismissal. Especially where the administration seeks
publicity so that sacking becomes a means to discredit the dissident, the victim may be
presented with no viable alternative but to fight his case — and fight it on the
administration’s terms. We choose the words ‘‘viable alternative’” deliberately, for we know
of two cases where unfairly victimised academics committed suicide. It is impossible in our
review to anticipate all possible allegations, or procedural tricks. Our case histories reveal a
sample. Our aim here is to provide enough background material, and a varied enough range
of topics, to allow those who are unfairly discriminated against to prepare their best case.

Third, several of the scholars who have attempted to improve the accuracy and fairness
of the evaluation of performance have themselves been subjected to harassment. These case
histories are included in this chapter. They provide additional evidence for the ubiquity of
suppression in the self-styled *‘free world”’ of Western science and academe.

The organisation of this chapter, together with certain important conclusions, is
summarised in five stages: first, there are five short sections providing background: why
complaints centre on work performance rather than the dissident act itself; how the private
ideology of academic power-brokers charges certain words and phrases with new and subtle
meanings (words and phrases that often appear in letters of recommendation, dismissal
complaints etc.); how ‘‘commitment’ to research or to teaching, often an important
criterion in hiring or firing, is situationally variable; how *‘personality’’, also a stock word
in evaluating candidates, seems to be associated with teaching, research, dissidence and
excellence — and how radical chic behaviour complements administrative repressive tolerance.

Second, we consider the inputs: the time and resources available to the individual whose
performance is being evaluated. It is unfair to consider only large publication lists as a
criterion for excellence without also considering such matters as the money available to buy
equipment and to hire technicians — or, as covered in the chapter ‘‘Academic Exploitation’’,
without also considering how some academics appropriate the efforts of students, staff and
wives.

Third, we consider the outputs. These are often estimated by the opinions (frequently
secret opinions) of other scholars. How reliable is peer review, especially with the absolute
power enjoyed in secret peer review? This has many consequences, not least of which is the
necessity to insist upon proper legal procedures in formal disciplinary actions. There must be
examination and cross-examination of all witnesses before the defendant, who must receive a
verbatim copy of all that is said or written.

Fourth, we consider the outputs as measured by the more quantitative methods of
bibliometrics. This is much more than just counting publications. In recent years Science
Citation Index has been used (and abused) in evaluating the performance of individuals.
Properly used, the citation indices can be a protection against erroneous allegations, as in the
example provided in the chapter “IMVS versus John Coulter: Charges and Cross-
examination”’, charge number three. While there are many caveats, the citation indices are
some protection from certain types of erroneous charges; in particular, they allow a
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comparison to be made of individuals who are, and who are not, up for administrative
action. The antagonistic attitudes expressed by certain establishment figures suggest that they
regard these bibliometric tools as a threat to their own ‘“‘wheeling and dealing”” in the
reward system of science and academe.

Last, but by no means least, we survey means for the evaluation of teaching, probably
the most controversial of all aspects of staff performance.

Wuay CoMPLAINTS ABOUT DISSIDENTS ARE PHRASED
IN TERMS OF UNSATISFACTORY PERFORMANCE —
AND
Nor THE Di1ssiDENT AcT ITSELF

... the President of the University was a man for whom I conceived, I think justly, a profound
aversion. If a lecturer said anything that was too liberal, it was discovered that the lecturer in
question did his work badly, and he was dismissed.

Bertrand Russell*

As mentioned in the Introduction to this book, the belief system which has become
enshrined as ‘‘academic freedom’ means that suppression is not usually considered openly
justifiable by university administrations. The situation described in the chapter ““The Fruit
Fly Papers”, where the first official letter of complaint about the performance of a senior
staff member is solely an unparticularised charge that the senior staff member (and his wife)
had made some public criticisms about a local pesticide-spraying program (which had affected
them at their residence), would probably be considered too direct an infringement on
academic freedom, if not freedom of speech, at most universities.

In general, complaints about the actions of dissidents in universities are phrased in terms
of a failure to perform satisfactorily, usually in regard to their responsibilities for research or
teaching.

Even in government research institutions, which make no pretence at
freedom”’, this rule is sometimes followed. Although in government laboratories sanctions
against certain types of public comment are formalised (for example Official Secrets Acts, or
their equivalent), the tendency is to phrase the complaint against the dissident more directly
in terms of work performance. For example, there is the recent dismissal of Dr Ross Hesketh
from the research laboratory of the Central Electricity Generating Board (UK), allegedly for
failing to heed “‘proper management instructions’.5 It appears that Hesketh’s real offence
was to co-author a letter to the editor of The Guardian (with Professor Martin Ryle of
Cambridge University), which suggested that British civilian nuclear reactors were
generating weapons grade plutonium which was exported to the United States and used for
nuclear weapons.

3

academic

Wuay CompPLAINTS ARE IMPRECISE — PUBLIC VERSUS

PrivaTE IDEOLOGIES

In attempting to understand how criteria are chosen for describing performance in teaching
and research, one must bear in mind the distinction between attitudes and behaviour. What
academics say should be done, and what academics actually do, need not necessarily be the
same. One example, epitomised in the slogan ‘‘publish or perish’’, is discussed later.

Attitudes may be expressed differently for different audiences. Superficially, we
recognise two levels. Each set of attitudes expresses an ideology — but there is one for public
display and another for consenting academics in private. The private ideology shows itself in
many of the expressions used to describe performance. Marcia Lieberman’s quotation®
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referred to “‘stock methods of creating. ..a negative assessment’’. Caplow and McGee’s’
classic study of the academic profession provides many examples in their quotations from
interviews. Commonly used phrases are: ‘X lacks commitment’’, ‘Y has an unsuitable
personality”, and “‘Z may be bright but is he sound?’’

These phrases are a kind of code, the expression of a private belief system. Like all
ideologies it is promulgated by a power bloc for the purpose of preserving its privileges.

“Commitment’’ is to the hierarchical system itself, or to narrow academic specialisation.
An academic who is said to lack ‘‘commitment’” may have, in fact, shown too much
commitment to unpopular ideas or social causes. Such an individual is regarded as a threat to
academics who find it profitable to serve the state or business. The allegation of a lack of
““‘commitment’’ is sometimes used when it would be better to make a straightforward
allegation of inadequate research or publication.

““Unsuitable personality’’ can be translated as “‘likely to rock the boat’’. Allegations of
““unsuitable personality’’ have two marked advantages over other types of allegations. First,
it is so clearly a matter of opinion that it is virtually impossible to disprove. Second, it is an
allegation that is likely to get a sympathetic hearing from many academics, who, in turn,
have suffered from the actions of superiors whose personalities were *‘difficult”, to use
another word commonly found in letters of recommendation.

“Sound”’ as a description of research often means the routine application of accepted
paradigms.

There are also stock words and phrases for where a power figure is pushing a protégé for
a job or a promotion. For example, when confronted with a lack of publications, one can
always write ‘*he shows promise™.

It can be difficult to penetrate this private ideology, with its subtle changes in the
meanings of words and phrases. These subtle changes colour the way complaints about
performance are expressed. These changes allow discrimination on irrelevant or marginal
criteria to sound impressive.

The public ideology of academics is epitomised by the rhetoric at graduation ceremonies,
as well as at other official occasions. Speakers use a combination of the time-honoured phrases
of pompous elegance and the current trendy buzz-words: **dedication to truth’’, **without
fear or favour”’, *‘producing the well-rounded man”’, and “‘the pursuit of excellence’. The
existence of case histories of the kind that fill this book is evidence enough that the public
ideology is now little more than public relations window-dressing. It is regrettable that the
disparity between expressed attitudes and actual behaviour has created so much cynicism.
The true goals of educational institutions are being eroded and devalued.

The differences between public and private ideologies show in the way complaints are
phrased. The public ideology allows appeal for a general concern about teaching, or *'gross
moral turpitude’’ (which, revealingly, is almost always used for cases of sexual misbehaviour
rather than academic dishonesty, although the term could as well apply to plagiarism or to
bringing false charges). A head of a school refers to the stock phrases in certain letters of
recommendation®: **I do not trust this man with girls’” — or the more damning *'I do not
trust this man with boys™".

In summary of this section, in studying dismissal complaints, letters of recommendation
and other forms of peer review, we note that allegations are often imprecise. The existence of
conflicting public and private ideologies accounts for some of this vagueness. There is also
the ““Vicar of Bray” syndrome shown by many intellectuals: a desire not to commit oneself
too far and, above all, to be on the winning side. It often becomes necessary to devote
considerable effort to get complaints about performance properly particularised. Although
not without its own difficulties in terms of professional bias and a complex vocabulary, legal
advice can be useful in cutting through the woolliness in complaints about performance, and,
in particular, getting to the kernel of specific, testable allegations.
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TEACHING VERSUS RESEARCH?
There are strongly held views about whether the relationships between teaching and research
are antagonistic, neutral, or mutually supportive. These views often influence the choice of
candidates for jobs or for promotions. On occasion, these views are used to mask
discrimination against dissidents.

Some universities and private colleges in the United States, and certain Oxbridge
colleges in the United Kingdom, discriminate against researchers in their hiring policies.
This is justified publicly on the grounds that research-motivated individuals are *‘too
narrow’’ or “‘likely to neglect their students’. One wonders if this policy, while often
sincerely believed, has not arisen from a fundamental fear of dissidence. Good research
sometimes poses a difficult challenge to authority. The kinds of higher educational institu-
tions which profess this preference for teaching over research often either train the offspring
of the rich or have a strong religious base.

Certain elite universities, notably Harvard in the US and Cambridge in the UK, have
placed emphasis on research quality as well as teaching. Especially in the era after the Soviets
launched Sputnik I, in 1957, the emphasis at a number of American universities shifted
dramatically towards excellence in research. The quality of research was sometimes measured
by quite crude criteria, as in the following advertisement for a vacant position: *“Cellular
immunologist wanted for position of associate professor level...Candidates must have
documented proof of scientific quality, for example at least $100,000 per year in grant
funds’*.? The sudden influx of large amounts of research money was accommodated by a
corresponding ideological shift in the relative merits of teaching versus research. A belief
developed that good researchers were automatically good teachers.

Despite the dogma and the money, there are few useful data to answer the question
about whether teaching and research help or hinder each other. The situation also brings us
back to that elusive word, so frequently used (or abused) by academics: personality.

In studying the staff of Canadian universities who were involved in the teaching of
psychology, J. P. Rushton and colleagues™ found some differences in the average for certain
dimensions of personality when comparing good teachers with good researchers — but there
was great individual variation in each category. The personality traits of the good teacher are
largely neither congruent with, nor opposite to, those of the good researcher. Largely, the
personality characteristics of good researchers and good teachers are orthogonal. However,
certain characteristics are common both to good teachers and to good researchers, for
example high intelligence and ability in leadership. The better researchers tended to be
ambitious, aggressive, authoritarian, persistent, and non-supportive. The better teachers
tended to be liberal, sociable, non-anxious, supportive, non-authoritarian, and aesthetically
sensitive. But, what is especially important is the wide variance in each category. This means
that the superficial assessment of personality by appointment committees is unlikely to be
effective in the accurate assessment of the effectiveness of individuals.

Furthermore, even the thorough study by Rushton and his colleagues is limited to but a
single subject discipline and to a homogeneous type of academic setting. It may well be that
quite different personality traits will make for the best research, or best teaching, in other
subjects, or in smaller, more democratically organised institutions. A few scientists have
written perceptively of the personality traits required for research in different fields, for
example the botanist Edgar Anderson!!, the physiologist Hans Seyle'2, and the molecular
biologist Atuhiro Sibatani.!* Their impressions have been confirmed in the results on
psychological testing of scholars from different fields, although considerable variability
occurs. !

Thus, it would be unwise to use casual estimates of personality traits to make decisions
on hiring or firing in the absence of information on actual performance in teaching or
research. Generalisations about the personality traits that preadapt individuals for teaching or
for research in particular subjects must recognise the nature of the academic reward system,
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the vague vocabulary arising from public and private ideologies, the absence of precise data
on psychological testing of the individuals being considered, and the rather random
application of what criteria for good teaching, or good research, actually exist. When an
administration places all the rewards on research, rather than a balance between research and
teaching, it is hardly surprising that teaching and research become antagonistic. And, it can
require a strong personality to get something done in spite of the system.

ScHOLARsHIP, DISSIDENCE AND RADICALISM
The personality of teachers and researchers can be examined in the perspective of conservative
versus liberal attitudes. Good scholarship requires intellectual independence. There must be a
constant willingness to challenge the status quo, including one’s own preconceptions. This
must be balanced by certain social restraints: a willingness to consider views differing from
one’s own; politeness to opponents; and, a refusal to let rank, rather than content, settle an
argument.

In our case histories the dissidents usually had at least an average level of performance
(when compared with their appropriate peers, matched for age, rank etc.). Yet,
administrators had alleged that the performance of these dissidents was so bad as to warrant
the rarely used, ultimate sanction: sacking. Information from the literature suggests that,
although there are exceptions, dissidence (both social and intellectual) and performance are
positively associated.

In the extensive survey of the social characteristics of university staff in the UK, A. H.
Halsey and M. A. Trow?s collected data for self-assessed general political and social characteri-

sation, i.e., ‘‘far-left’’, ‘‘left”’, ‘‘centre’’, or ‘‘right'’. These characterisations were
compared with the quality of their degrees, with the following results:

Self-reported Number of Staff Academic “quality ratio”: (I+ Ila)

assessment with particular classes of degrees divided by

(I+1Ia) (IIT+ IV + pass) (III+1V + pass)

““far left”” 8 2 4.0

“left” 105 83 1.26

‘“centre’’ 54 50 1.08

“right’” 3 66 0.50

Treated as a 2 X 4 contingency table: x*=17.33, three degrees of freedom; p=0.0006

These results suggest that there is some positive association between self-reported
radicalism and the quality of the degree which they obtained (in many cases a number of years
before the interview). One might like more direct measures of dissidence versus performance.
However, the quality of an academic’s first degree is positively correlated with later perform-
ance.

It can also be argued that more objective criteria of the inclination towards dissent are
needed than just self-reported assessment of ‘‘far left””, ““left’’, “‘centre”” or “right’’.
However, the tendency for brighter students and staff to be more radical has been observed in
several American studies.!® Radicalism in one direction can be offset by conservatism in other
directions, quite apart from the inevitable arguments about what constitutes radicalism or
conservatism. Clark Kerr has written: ‘‘Few institutions are so conservative as the
universities about their own affairs while their members are so liberal about the affairs of
others” .17

Despite the reservations, there is sufficient tacit agreement among academics that
dissidence and intellectual achievement are positively correlated that there has been the
evolution of a phenomenon sometimes called radical chic: 2 small number of academics
cultivate radical or eccentric behaviour. Unfortunately, their concept of radicalism is
sufficiently distorted as to suggest that this includes rudeness, anti-intellectualism, unkempt-
ness, and extremes of sexual behaviour — depicted so well in the British Broadcasting
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Corporation’s televised version of Malcolm Bradbury’s The History Man.

This radical chic behaviour is usually tolerated by administrators. Sometimes it is
rewarded (as in The History Man example, with the “‘hero’” ultimately shown in his true
reactionary colours). Such tolerance is a form of repressive tolerance: **Within the solid
framework of preestablished inequality and power, tolerance is practiced indeed. Even
outrageous opinions are expressed, outrageous incidents are televised.”’*® Radical chic
behaviour is welcomed because it allows administrators to prove they defend academic
freedom. It does not threaten the existing power structure. It is not to be confused with
dissidence. .

While we would not wish to claim that all dissidents are excellent scholars, the data
available suggest an association between, on one hand, academic and social dissidence, and,
on the other hand, certain measures of ability in performance in the academic milieu. Thus,
by penalising dissidents, the university selects against the very excellence that, in commence-
ment day rhetoric, it claims to defend.

SuppPRESSION OF ATTEMPTS TO IMPROVE THE
EvarLuAaTioN OF RESEARCH PERFORMANCE:

“CONVERGING PARTIAL INDICATORS’’
There is a fascinating contradiction in the behaviour of some establishment scientists. On one
hand, they show a willingness to rank order the accomplishments and abilities of other
scientists. On the other hand, these same establishment scientists show an unwillingness to
have their own accomplishments evaluated by relatively objective means.

This contradiction came to the surface recently when part of the English astronomy elite
overreacted to a study on the scientific productivity of the Isaac Newton telescope and of
Jodrell Bank. One reads: “‘legal proceedings, initiated by members of the Advisory Board for
the Research Councils”’*® and ““[Sir Bernard] Lovell threatened to take legal action against
the journal Research Policy if it published. .. ”"?

The two researchers who precipitated this reaction, John Irvine and Benjamin Martin,
of the Science Policy Research Unit of the University of Sussex, have provided a detailed
study of methods for evaluating research performance. They have devised a method of
“‘converging partial indicators’’, using several distinct criteria of performance, ranging from
opinions from a large sample of relevant scientists, to the actual citation impact of
publications.?!

Irvine and Martin are hesitant to apply such methods in comparing individuals — even
though some of the techniques are widely (if often inadequately) used by scientific
administrators, for example taking opinions on what one scientist thinks about another
scientist’s research or teaching. Irvine and Martin prefer to apply their *‘converging partial
indicators’’ to comparisons of different laboratories, departments or institutes, that is, to
groups of individuals. This allows statistical comparisons to be made with much more
discriminatory power. Nevertheless, on occasion it is necessary to evaluate the performance
of individuals; in such instances the work of Irvine and Martin provides much good
cautionary advice.

InpuTs AND OurPuts: MEASURES OF OPPORTUNITY

AND QuALITY?
It is a curious reflection on administrative values that the measurement of performance is so
frequently incomplete. Despite the current emphasis on input/output economics,
administrators often fail to consider all the input and output variables when assessing staff
performance.
Too often, output is measured only in terms of publications, such as papers, reviews and
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books. However, less formal means of publication are occasionally of value, for example
computer programs, bibliographic lists, printed notes, and laboratory direction sheets. All of
these items, often circulated within ‘‘invisible colleges’’, can be important contributions to
the research of others. Patents are a form of publication, emphasised more in technological
institutions.

The object is often to estimate the quality of output. Few administrators we have
encountered have read enough about the history of science (or other subjects) to realise just
how difficult it is to judge quality. One indirect method is by recognition, the way the
scholarly community expresses its collective judgement about the value of the contributions
of an individual scholar. Of course, there are many examples of where proper recognition
came only posthumously. Recognition can be measured by counting citations, a technique
discussed later. Other measures of recognition include invitations to speak at meetings, to
write reviews, or to assess manuscripts or research grant proposals. Recognition is also
manifested by requests for advice from other scholars, or requests for assistance in building
apparatus, and requests for help in locating source materials. Translation of articles from
foreign languages is a valuable service, sometimes ignored in assessing scholarly performance.
Recognition is often measured in terms of prizes or election to prestigious societies, but the
reward systems of scholarship are not always accurate measures.?

There are two other types of output which may count positively or negatively,
depending on the situation: participation in community organisations and communication in
the mass media. In both situations, which sometimes overlap, an academic can play an
important role, both in expanding knowledge and in disseminating it. However, whether or
not such activities are counted for or against an academic can on some occasions depend upon
whether or not administrators approve of the organisations or the nature of the
communication.

Participation in the ‘‘wrong’’ community organisations can result in peer disapproval,
or even administrative action. Participation in the affairs of business or government is usually
regarded as laudatory, although sometimes it can result in neglect of students and research, or
in serious conflict-of-interest problems.

Attitudes about communication in the mass media present some contradictions. On one
hand, academics have often looked down on popularisation. However, there is in the hiring
process a desire to appoint individuals whose names are recognised, not only by other
scholars but by influential members of the wider community.?? Thus, visible scholars are
sometimes sought after.

The sheer size of the scholarly community, plus the marked increase recently in the
number of unemployed and underemployed intellectuals, all competing for very limited job
opportunities, has resulted in some academics using communication in the mass media.
Furthermore, this is sometimes encouraged by administrators who are attempting to influ-
ence politicians in order to reverse the trend to budget cutting. Many universities have
employed media relations officers in order to feed information to local newspapers and
television. An increasing number of academics realise that they must sell their product to the
tax-paying public. But at the same time, this has meant that university administrations are
becoming more sensitive about the occasional academic who criticises publicly some vested
interest, especially if it can be tapped for money.

There still is, even if in an eroded form now, a general academic ethos of avoiding
publicity. This ethos serves business and government, for it gives access to important
information for entrepreneurs and bureaucrats but denies it to the less powerful.?*

We would argue that, given the definition of a university as a centre for the discovery
and dissemination of knowledge, the less formal means of scholarly communication should
not be ignored in evaluating performance. At least the standards should be clearly spelled
out. There should not be one rule for corporate interests and another rule for community
interests.
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Inputs, especially time

An inconsistency in the evaluation of performance is a failure to take into account differential
access to inputs. The question should be asked in comparing staff members: what
opportunities have the individuals been given — or denied?

Allowance must be made for professional age, the number of years spent in research or
teaching. It is accepted that time spent in the armed services, especially in time of war, is
exempted. There were opinions voiced at the recent Australian tenure hearings, conducted
by Senator Teague’s committee®, that allowance should be made for women to take time off
for child-bearing. It was even suggested that this activity should be counted towards
professional advancement. We would suggest that this is a purely personal matter and we
note that no mention was made of the problems of many single or married women who
spend considerable time caring for parents or other relatives.

Allowance must be made for how duties are distributed in the organisation. Since not
all staff in a university are equally capable or motivated in teaching and research, it is
reasonable that duties be distributed with some allowance for this. However, it is
unacceptable that an individual, assigned years of heavy teaching loads, should be expected to
have the same count of publications as colleagues who have had light teaching loads. In a
university teaching and research are interdependent activities. There should not be a wide
variance in the time that different staff members have for these twin responsibilities.

Administration

A disturbing trend, visible in some Australian universitics, is to elevate administration to the
status of a duty comparable with research or teaching. Indeed, Sir Mark Oliphant complained
about the tendency of Australian universities to reward administration more than either
teaching or research.? Since Sir Mark made his complaint, the situation has worsened. In the
last five years of relatively declining budgets the University of Adelaide lost over 60 teaching
staff members. Almost none have been replaced — but a nearly identical number of
administrative positions have been filled. We find it disturbing that universities can maintain
constant numbers of administrative staff, or even increase numbers, while the number of
teaching staff declines — and the number of new doctorates, who are unable to find a job in
academe or research, continues to rise.

Why do administrators put more emphasis on outputs than

inputs in evaluating staff?

In many cases examined by us we have noted that administrators put much more emphasis on
outputs rather than inputs. The fact that a staff member may have been denied fair shares of
research funds, or given an extra heavy teaching load, is ignored when publications are
counted. We suggest that the answer to this question is simple: administrators have much
more control over inputs.

This is not to deny the possibilities that an establishment can influence access to
publication outlets — for example the massive amount of financial support for publication
which the CIA administers clandestinely to willing academic recipients.”” However, local
dlites do have more control over staff members' access to time for research and to research
funds, whereas local elites usually cannot influence decisions concerning the rejection or
acceptance of manuscripts submitted for publication in international journals.

Many research granting agencies require, or at least allow, a secret statement on the
applicant and his intended research to be made, often by a department head. This occurs in
spite of the fact that in many cases the administrator is clearly outside the area of his
professional competence to pass on the merits of the researcher or his proposal. Abuse of this
administrative prerogative was admitted by a former Chairman of the Australian Research

Grants Committee:
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In the early years of its operation, the [Australian Research Grants] Committee asked as a matter
of routine for a detailed comment and recommendation by Heads of Department. It has ceased to
ask in this way for these reports, leaving it to the discretion of the Head of Department to make
a comment where he considers it is needed. The simple situation was that most Heads of
Department appeared to have only swans on their staff. Where Y, a Head of Department,
reported ‘X is a goose”’, the Committee was inclined to wonder what X and Y had been

fighting about.?

It is with such opportunities to keep dissidents from getting a fair share of inputs that an
administrator can, almost effortlessly, make the allegation of inadequate performance a self-
fulfilling prophecy.

In some cases administrators, or other staff members, intent on harassing a dissident,
have interfered in research by removing equipment (that did not belong to them) or by
taking away technical staff. This happened to Dr Struan Sutherland at the Commonwealth
Serum Laboratories in what has been called “‘the bureaucratic civil war of ludicrous
pettiness’’ .2 We had similar experiences at the University of Adelaide. Furthermore, Clyde
Manwell was assigned additional teaching duties while preparing his defence against the
dismissal charges. The fact that these duties were the same as what the complainant felt were
unsatisfactory suggests that the administration either didn’t care about the duties or didn’t
really believe the complaint.

Thus, as administrations have so much power in controlling access to inputs, it is not
too surprising that, in comparing the performance of staff members, they pretend that
everyone has had an equal chance. Hence, more emphasis is placed on comparing outputs,
rather than inputs.?

OpriNiONS OF OTHER ScHOLARS: PEER REVIEW
IN HiriNG, FIRING, PUBLICATION AND
REsearcH GRANTS

We took him on the basis of the enthusiastic support of an outstanding professor at Harvard.
That’s very important. If Princeton pushes a man, I know it means I’ll have to look somewhere
else. I don’t trust Columbia either, or Chicago. With one or two exceptions in each department,
those bastards are shysters; they’ll say anything about anyone to get a man placed.

From one of the interviews conducted by
Theodore Caplow and Reece ]. McGee?!

In the attempt to measure quality of output, peer review forms the basis for the commonest
method. It is also commonly abused. In several dismissal cases the administration justified its
action largely or solely on the basis of one or two adverse opinions, solicited from individuals
who had a clear conflict of interest or a known personal dislike for the individual being
assessed.

A distinguished expert in computer science and artifical intelligence has commented as
follows on the peer review sampling procedures that are occasionally used:

A fairly senior official of a [research granting] agency, whose nationality I shall not disclose, once
told me that if for any reason he felt justified in short-circuiting the system in order to get a
given result, he would make a judicious selection of referees — either the scientist’s particular
friends or his particular enemies, according to which result he wanted. He needn’t have told me.
I knew it already. In his heart of hearts so does any scientist who has been in the game any
length of time.*

There are examples that suggest that errors and bias in peer review result in the frequent
rejection of good manuscripts. One editor rejected at least three manuscripts which, when
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ultimately published elsewhere, helped to win their authors Nobel Prizes. Hans Krebs’ first
description of the citric acid cycle, Urey’s work on heavy hydrogen, and Fermi’s research on
beta decay were all rejected by Nature.?® Other examples of inconsistencies and differences in
opinion have been observed in studies on peer review.* Among the most conspicuous failures
of peer review are the examples of the publication of faked or plagiarised research.® Another
type of failure of peer review is where conspicuous errors are published; scholars in many
fields have their favourite examples.

Errors in the use of statistics are common — although there are strong differences in
opinion about the most appropriate statistical tests or the possible inferences in certain cases.*
Three statisticians who examined a highly prestigious medical publication concluded:

Sixty-two reports that appeared as Papers and Originals. . .in 13 consecutive issues of the Brifish
Medical Journal included statistical analysis. Thirty-two had statistical errors of one kind or
another; in 18 fairly serious faults were discovered. The summaries of five reports made some
claim that was unsupportable on re-examination of the data,’’

ImporTANCE OF OPEN COURT PROCEDURES IN

ExAMINING OPINIONS
An episode related to a case history is useful here. It is chosen because it illustrates several
problems dissidents have encountered. The example shows the importance of the careful
evaluation of opinions, in particular the use of the methods evolved by the legal profession
for cxamination and cross-examination of witnesses in open court.

A dismissal complaint included an allegation of *‘a number of flagrant mistakes’’ in the
use of the Chi-squared statistic in a book (which was not about statistics but had used some
statistical procedures in one chapter). The complainant wrote that these mistakes ‘‘will
undoubtedly have upset the general conclusions of the book but how profoundly I do not
know’’. The complainant then made a request that the Professor of Genetics be asked to
comment.

In correspondence to the Vice-Chancellor the dissident admitted one statistical error (in
the number of degrees of freedom in a Chi-squared test) and pointed out that another
“‘error’’ was simply a typesetting mistake which had no other implications. It was, however,
maintained that two other alleged errors were themselves incorrect. It was also maintained
that, even if all the alleged errors were indeed errors, these were a very small part of the book
and not important to its purpose or its conclusions.

This was apparently not acceptable to the administrative powers that be. In the ensuing
correspondence the complainant reasserted his views and now stated that the Professor of
Genetics was in agreement with him.

Later the contents of the letter of complaint were examined in open court. The
Professor of Genetics was not listed to appear in court as a witness to support the claim (by
the complainant) that he had agreed with the selection of four errors. Surely, had he been
that certain of the importance of those errors, he would have been willing to appear.

In court the complainant, under cross-examination, admitted that the alleged errors
were not important — and that some of the errors were not as erroneous as he had thought at
the time. The upshot of all this was to leave a residue, which basically featured the one
mistake admitted from the very beginning. Even that mistake did not alter the specific
conclusion, let alone other aspects of the book.

In contrast, another professor, knowledgeable of statistical techniques (and Fellow of
the Academy of Sciences) was willing to appear for the dissident as an expert witness,
although the results of the cross-examination, combined with a settlement before judgement,
made further examination unnecessary,

It can be argued strongly that such matters should not have to be settled in court.
However, when a university administration acts as if such allegations are important (and
accepts a dismissal complaint with such allegations when the Statutes allow the Vice-
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Chancellor to refuse to accept the complaint), fairness demands that its contents be evaluated
critically.

The episode shows that opinions in secret correspondence can differ significantly from
opinions expressed in proper, formal, non-secret procedures. Complaints about such details
in a dissident’s work are common. This is not to excuse error but to maintain a sensible
perspective in evaluation of an individual’s work. Secret opinions are open to suspicion.

ProPER PROCEDURES FOR OBTAINING OPINIONS
“‘Honesty is the best policy.”” Any solicitation for a professional assessment should state
clearly the reasons for the solicitation. The individual being assessed should receive copies of
all correspondence. Secrecy is out.® If an individual’s job is at stake, proper court procedures
for the examination and cross-examination of witnesses should be followed. Care must be
taken to ensure that the sample of opinions is made fairly and that the sample size is
reasonable, Omne possibility is to allow each side to select an equal number of names as
possible assessors. In this way biases for and against will tend to cancel out. Care should be
taken to avoid soliciting opinions from individuals who have a conflict of interest. This is
often easier said than done, given the nature of the academic profession. The person who is
being assessed should be able to challenge opinions that come from individuals with a clear
conflict of interests, including personal dislikes.

We would also insist on the control experiment: a similar solicitation of opinions about
the peers of any individual who is being considered for sacking. After all, the question is
whether or not an individual is doing such a bad job, in comparison with his colleagues who
are not being considered for dismissal, as to warrant the ultimate sanction. Peers should be of
two types: colleagues in his department, or related departments within the institution, of
approximately similar professional age and rank; and his “‘invisible college” of colleagues at
other institutions throughout the world who are doing research in the same subject.

Inside or outside the institution?

A point of some contention is the extent to which opinions should be obtained from
individuals inside or outside the university or research institution where an individual’s
performance is being evaluated. On some matters only individuals in the same institution can
make knowledgeable comment, but in reference to professional accomplishments the
comments are best obtained from individuals located at other places. Outside opinion is not
always as independent as one might wish. The outside assessor may be a direct competitor, or
a friend of some important party involved in the complaint.

Probably the safest situation is where a large number of opinions are randomly sampled.
One can argue endlessly about the fairness of certain procedures. It is the blatant disregard for
natural justice that should be opposed. In one case the individual who authored a dismissal
complaint was allowed to assist in choosing two academic jurors, whom he later
acknowledged in writing were in agreement with him. Moreover, this information waskept
from the individual being considered for sacking. We doubt if many individuals would wish
to be tried under such a “‘kangaroo court’ system.

Limitations of letters of recommendation
It is chastening to read the only detailed study we know of on letters of recommendation.”
Scientists and non-scientists alike frequently placed more emphasis on trivial and irrelevant
factors in letters of recommendation than information on research or teaching. Comments on
female candidates are particularly prone to be focused on physical attractiveness, on qualities
which are perceived by the writer as feminine or masculine, and on speculations about
commitment to research or to child-bearing.

Clyde Manwell has seen several hundred letters of recommendation and finds no reason
to disagree with Lionel S. Lewis’s conclusions.® In truth, it is extremely difficult to predict
how well an individual will perform. As the very nature of letters of recommendation will
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determine the candidate’s chances, such letters are likely to be self-fulfilling prophecies.

The historical perspective on opinions

In evaluating opinions, administrators who wish to do a fair job, or dissidents who wish to
protect themselves, should read the literature on peer review.*" 2 # It is useful to examine
historical cases from science or other forms of scholarship. Had Mendel been considered for
dismissal from the Abbey in Brno, there would have been no difficulty in finding experts
who considered his research to be worthless, or worse.* Mendel was so far ahead of his time
that it took nearly forty years before biologists began to realise that Mendel had, almost
singlehandedly, revolutionised the science of genetics, and thus much of the biology that
depends upon it. Furthermore, R. A. Fisher’s suggestion, that Mendel (or his assistant)
““doctored”” his experimental results, has been countered by several researchers.

SUPPRESSION OF ATTEMPTS TO STUDY PEER REVIEW
The most original approach to studying peer review is that performed by Douglas P. Peters
and Stephen J. Ceci.®® They took twelve papers which had been written by prominent
psychologists and published in high status journals. The papers were typed out as new
manuscripts. The texts were left essentially unchanged. However, Peters and Ceci replaced
the prominent names, and also the prominent institutional affiliations, with imaginary names
and institutional affiliations. In other words, the papers were left unaltered except that the
authorship and institutional affiliation were changed from high status to low status. What
then was the fate of these manuscripts which were, in fact, almost verbatim copies of papers
already considered by peer review to be good enough to be published?

Of the 38 referees and editors involved, only three detected the resubmitted articles. Of
the nine manuscripts that proceeded further into the peer review process, eight of the nine
were rejected. In many instances the grounds for rejection were *‘serious methodological
flaws’’!

Behavioral and Brain Sciences published Peters and Ceci’s paper, together with the
comments of 55 scientists from a wide variety of disciplines, including many individuals with
experience in referecing papers and several individuals who were editors of journals. The
comments, and the cited references, provide a wide range of opinion about peer review.
Some, though not all, editors and other establishment figures objected to the Peters and Ceci
study, largely on one or both of two grounds: the sampling procedure itself, in particular the
small sample size, and the ethics of deception. We do not believe that these two grounds are
valid criticisms of the Peters and Ceci study. Indeed, we do not believe that these two
grounds, taken together, represent an entirely consistent point of view. If the experiment
were unethical, would it not be compounding the unethicality by taking a larger sample, or
by variations in the procedures which would amount to further deception of referees and
editors? It is like telling a child: What you did was wrong — but you should have done
more of it.

Being a referee or an editor is a sacred position of trust. Especially with so much peer
review being done in secret, those who are in the extremely powerful position that secrecy
automatically confers must be held accountable. Peters and Ceci executed a simple
experiment which established a fact that many suspected but others denied. Their demon-
stration, that peer review is at best a chancy process, is of the greatest importance. Not only
is the morale, indeed the livelihood, of many researchers dependent upon peer review in
getting jobs, promotion, papers published, or receiving research grants, but peer review also
serves society as a whole, for we are all dependent upon the flow of accurate information.
Even results in scholarly publications become translated into action by politicians, by
bureaucrats and by industrialists. Such individuals often practise *‘the principle of unnatural
selection”’*, choosing from among the variety of opinions and contradictory ‘‘facts’’ those
items which are perceived as most useful for the actions they wish to rationalise to a sceptical
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public. Peer review, in its broadest sense (which includes the publication of criticism of
already published articles), reduces the opportunities for error and for antisocial action.

The research by Peters and Ceci represents dissidence at its best. Their demonstration of
the imperfections in peer review, as currently practised by establishment figures, constitutes a
healthy challenge to their power. It is instructive to read in Ceci and Peters” own words what
happened to them:

Upon collection of the data we entered a period lasting approximately two years during which
we experienced an intense and negative reaction from many powerful individuals in our
profession for having conducted our study. One editor in the study wrote a letter threatening a
lawsuit for copyright violations. Actually, we had obtained permission from the original authors
and copyright holders (publishers) to use their materials in our study.

Quite unexpectedly, several editors who had not been directly involved with our study wrote
scathing letters calling into question our professional ethics because of our use of deception
(which, according to our national code of ethics, requires a careful cost-benefit analysis before
employing). Actually we had given serious consideration to alternative, nondeceptive means of
examining peer review but we ended up rejecting them. There simply was no experimentally
sound way to study the issues we were interested in studying without using some form of
deception. [We agree fully with Ceci and Peters. ]

The field of psychology has a long, somewhat tarnished, history of using deception in studies
where the subjects are relatively powerless individuals, like children, college students, and
unsuspecting citizens in the community. In our investigation the subjects were anything but
powerless. We felt that if ever deception was justifiable, it was in the context of our study
because the data were of great potential importance to the academic and research community and
there were no sound, nondeceptive means of collecting them. Given the large role of peer review
in determining people’s lives (e.g., tenure, promotion, hiring, grant awards, professional status
and recognition), it is urgent that we learn more about the practice and specifically more about
factors influencing a reviewer’s judgement before we assign [disproportionate] importance to that
judgement in, say, a promotion decision.

Recognizing the potential hazards, such as embarrassment to editors, we never divulged names
of editors or journals. . .

Other negative repercussions included several threats to professionally censure us, and threats to
reject the work of our colleagues, supposedly because they had been part of a department that
had approved such ethically bankrupt research.

This charge is sadly ironic. Our department had no screening mechanism for nonfunded
research, thus they were neither asked nor had they given, their approval, although two senior
colleagues were consulted about the study's design. Later, when our chairman was personally
contacted by an angry editor, he withdrew all of our departmental resources until we finished the
study. We were sent a memorandum informing us that typists, photocopy, mail, etc. were *‘off
limits”’ to us as long as we continued using the procedures we had adopted. When challenged on
the grounds that this amounted to a violation of our academic freedom [the department
chairman] offered to have the decision reviewed by the entire faculty. Because of the timing
(right in the middle of a tenure review), we declined his offer and moved the project off campus.
It was completed at our own expense.

These personal attacks took their toll. .. Finally, after two unsuccessful attempts to publish our
findings, replete with personally insulting, ad hominem reviews, we found a publisher and positive
reviews. Soon press releases were telling a diverse audience of our findings. Letters of support
(over a thousand) came pouring in. Every one was complimentary.’

PusricatioN CounrTs: THE MYTHOLOGY OF

“PuBLisH OR PerisH”’
Given the uncertainties in personal opinions, some administrators have sought more
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quantifiable means for comparing candidates in regard to research productivity. It is common
among academics to make jokes about administrators counting numbers and pages of
publications, or even weighing them. It has all become part of the mythology of ‘‘publish or
perish’’.

Yet, providing it is not the only criterion which is used, and providing it is done in a
sensible way, such publication counts do have some value. Among other things they prove
that the obsessive concern about *‘publish or perish’’ is unwarranted by evidence from the
realpolitik of academic institutions.* Lionel S. Lewis, a sociologist of the academic profession,
has concluded:

.. .the idea that one must publish or perish is somewhat of a2 myth, perpetuated by the notoriety
given a few cases. But it is no accident that [this myth] is widely accepted. First, it is a
protection for those who wish to rid themselves of an unwanted colleague; it is a real
explanation to conceal the true reasons for some dismissals. Second, it helps [to keep] those who
are fearful of losing their positions busy doing research and writing (a good deal of which may
be useless), diverting them from an active role. .. Third, it promotes the idea that an objective
standard is used in arriving at decisions which are really made subjectively.

Although academicians quarrel with the dictum of publish-or-perish, there appears to be little
interest in investigating its credibility. Nor is there an attempt to abolish it; this might lead to an
awareness that its importance has been exaggerated. It is too convenient a myth to abandon.*

The fact is that a researcher who is conscientiously performing his scholarly duties will
be doing some publication. He may be prolific and write lots of little papers with minimal
information content — ‘‘the least publishable unit’’.® He may be a perfectionist and write
only a few papers in a lifetime. In the latter case, however, those papers are likely to represent
either major breakthroughs or large reviews or presentations of new data, works of
monographic size. Thus, counting the pages as well as the number of papers reduces the
discrimination against the perfectionist. The use of citation index counts is also sometimes a
protection for the perfectionist, for his smaller total output is likely to get proportionately
greater recognition, that is, a higher citation count per paper per unit time; but care must be
taken to allow for the large difference in citation counts between different subjects.

Another justification for counting pages as well as publication numbers is as follows.
Although exceptions abound, on the whole editors guard journal space. Editors often insist
that authors remove material from otherwise acceptable papers. Thus, the opportunities for
padding are fairly limited. The variance may be great, but on average larger papers represent
more work.

Some would argue too that allowance must be made for the format of different journals.
A one-page paper in a journal like Science or Nature, with three columns of fine print per
page, is likely to contain more information per page than a ten-page paper in a single-column
format and with large print.

There are important differences in publication style, both between subjects and between
individuals in a given subject. Our impression is that in certain sciences there is relatively
little variation in the size and structure of papers, for example mathematics, physics and
chemistry, but in biology and in many non-scientific disciplines there are great differences in
publication styles. For example, biologists who specialise in the classification of animals and
plants (taxonomists) have diverse publication styles. Many taxonomists write lots of short
papers, describing one or a few species at a time, or reporting an extension of the range of a
previously described species. Other taxonomists prefer the perfectionist approach; their
lifetime output is a few big monographs, but each monograph deals with hundreds of
species. The different styles each have advantages and disadvantages. Somewhat similar
individual variation is common in the arts and humanities. Certain scholars prefer to publish
a number of book-length studies, others favour many short articles.

On the whole there is some association between quantity and quality®:5? but that
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association is not so strong that one should become obsessive about it. We all know of
examples of where an individual leaves only a few papers, but where those publications are of
seminal importance for many other researchers.

Access to publication differs markedly between subjects. A far greater proportion of
manuscripts submitted to social science journals are rejected than those submitted to physical
science journals.® Contrary to the situation for most other fields of study, medical journals
receive lucrative subsidisation from advertisements placed by ““ethical’’ drug companies. This
has allowed the proliferation of journals publishing in biomedical fields. Has this resulted in
any deterioration in the standards of published work in biomedicine? On the other hand,
biologists often find it very difficult to find publication outlets for large studies, unless they
happen to be lucky enough to be at a museum or university which has its own *‘‘house
journal”’. This situation does not always select for high quality because such ‘‘house
journals”” often have lax peer review procedures, or no peer review at all.

This is not the place for a detailed discussion of publication counts but three
complications need to be considered: abstracts, multiple authorship, and journal prestige or
rank.

ABsTrRACTS: THE QUANTUM OF PUBLICATION?

In some subjects a common form of publication is the abstract, a short summary of work in
progress. Abstracts are often published as summaries of research presented at conferences.
Certain scholars have perfected the art of padding their publication lists with abstracts and
other non-definitive means of communication. First, there is the “‘paper read at conference”’;
this is followed by an ‘‘abstract’’, often with an impressive title nearly as long as the abstract
itself; there may even be a separate ‘‘paper published in the proceedings of the conference”’
(and in some cases, to be fair, that may be a definitive paper); finally, hopefully, there is the
definitive publication in one of the standard journals. With some care in the wording of titles
and the arrangement of authors (in multiple-author works) there can be several *“papers
read at conference’” and ‘‘abstracts’ for each definitive paper that is finally published.

One way of detecting abstracts in publication lists is their shortness, usually a page or
less in length. Occasionally job applicants evade this detection tactic by providing only the
first page for all their publications.

Abuse of abstracts is probably greatest in biomedical research, which is highly
competitive and has absorbed some of the ethics of the medical profession and the drug
companies. However, we have seen also the use of abstracts to pad out publication lists in
other subjects.

A large proportion of all the abstracts in biomedicine represent research which is never
published in a definitive form.* There are many possible reasons for this, and some of the
reasons are no fault of the authors. However, it is not unknown for the non-appearance of a
definitive paper to be the consequence of the authors’ inability to repeat the original
experiment. This problem of the lack of reproducibility has resulted in a not inconsiderable
amount of scientific humour, with jokes about journals with mythical names like *The
Journal of Unreproducible Results’* or ““Acta Retracta®.

Another problem of abstracts is self-plagiarism, where the same work is repeated in two
or more different abstracts. This problem is not unknown in definitive publications, but is
rarer there. Abstracts are rarely refereed before publication; this state of affairs may encourage
more self-plagiarism.

This is not to criticise the use of abstracts in scientific communication. Abstracts play a
role in establishing contact between different researchers. For those concerned about priority
(and the reward system of science forces that concern on many scientists), abstracts have some
significance. Abstracts form a convenient way to place small amounts of important
information into the scientific literature in a way that is economical of journal space.

Our object here is to ensure that abstracts are not used to inflate publication counts and
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thereby not used to set unreasonably high expectations as to the number of published items.
Certain conscientious and capable researchers only rarely use abstracts as a means of
communication. Furthermore, the opportunity to publish (and to pad bibliographies with)
“‘abstracts’’, “‘paper read at conference’’, and similar non-definitive publications, depends
considerably on financial support, either from the institution or from research grants.
Universities can be very capricious in providing funds and free time for staff to attend
conferences and thus accrue an impressive list of abstracts and conference-related publications.
We have a number of examples of where Australian universities have discriminated against
dissidents in this way, not allowing them to attend, or refusing to contribute to expenses,
even when the invitations came from such organisations as the Royal Society, the US National
Academy of Sciences, the Isracli Academy of Science and the academy of sciences of various
eastern European countries.

MurripLE AutHORSHIP: WHO DID THE WORK?
Probably the most vexatious question in evaluating research performance through
publications is: who did the work? As science tackles the more complex problems, which
often demand the use of a number of difficult and specialised techniques, more and more
research involves groups of people in collaboration. In the period 1960 to 1980 the average
number of authors on each paper increased from 1.67 to 2.58 (see note 50). In physics,
especially high energy physics, occasional papers have 20 to 50 co-authors.

If allowance is not taken of multiple authorship in comparing peers, there is the likeli-
hood of penalising the perfectionist, for most of his work is solitary, or done with one or
two other researchers. Large teams of researchers can be expected to publish more papers per
unit time.*®

Whether or not a name is included in multiple authorship does not depend entirely on
whether or not the individual made a substantial contribution to the research effect.
Non-Ph.D. subordinates, and women generally, whatever their degree status, are frequently
excluded from co-authorship, even though they have done much of the work.%

This problem is especially serious for students. Some staff feel that they have a kind of
droit de seigneur, a right to appropriate the first research efforts of their students. In fairness,
on some occasions the staff member has put a lot of time and effort into a rescue operation.
Also, an occasional staff member will lean over backwards and include a student’s name
when it is not warranted — but more likely that type of action will be done when it is the
name of a famous individual or a powerful academic administrator. Postdoctoral fellows
usually get their contributions recognised by co-authorship, even if there are conflicts about
name ordering. It is realised that success in recruiting more postdoctoral fellows into a large
laboratory depends upon placing the former fellows into good jobs. To this end they must
receive some share of co-authorship. However, even junior staff are not safe from having
their efforts appropriated by senior ‘‘operators”.

It is also difficult to assign relative credit on the basis of the position of names in
multiple authorship. The usual rule is that the individual who did the largest share of the
work is first author. Groups where two or more individuals had essentially equal roles often
rotate the authorship positions in a series of papers.

Occasionally, alphabetical ordering of names is adopted, either by certain laboratories
or (very rarely) as an official editorial policy. Harriet Zuckerman found differences in the
etiquette of name-ordering, both between subjects and even between different workers in the
same subjects. Her data for Nobel Prize winners are instructive and she concluded:

On the assumption that authors’ names are listed in order of the value of their contributions,
[Nobel} laureates should be first-authors more often than other scientists; in fact, they are not.
Instead, they exercise their noblesse oblige by giving credit to less eminent co-workers increasingly

as their eminence grows. They do so more often after the prize...%
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A further complication is that, with the increasing necessity to obtain grant funds for
research, the successful ‘‘operator’’ who is adept at getting money insists upon co-
authorship, even though he has played little if any role at the laboratory bench or in the
analysis of the data. There is also a tendency for a group to wish to include the names of
eminent individuals, or powerful scientific administrators, both to curry favour and to
convey status on the group’s efforts. William Broad quotes the Managing Editor of the
American Journal of Psychiatry:

...it’s sometimes a glory kind of thing, putting the chairman in (as coauthor) even though he
glory g P g g

was not directly involved, trying to bask in the light of a greater name.*®

Broad also describes one attempt to solve the question of how much effort each co-
author contributed. Each co-author was asked independently what percentage of a particular
paper represented his contributions. One would hope that the sum of these estimates for all
co-authors in 2 given publication would not be far from 100 per cent. In fact, the totals were
as high as 300 per cent!

Given all the uncertainties over co-authorship, we believe that simple correction factors
should be applied. One possibility is to divide by the number of co-authors. Another
possibility is to give somewhat more weight to the first position, for example 2/(n+1),
counting the other efforts all equally as 1/(n+1). For a useful discussion of various
weighting systems see the review by West, Hore and Boon.”

JoURNAL PREsTIGE: “IT’S NOT ONLY WHAT

YOU PUBLISH BUT WHERE YOU PUBLISH’’
Quite commonly administrators guess the quality of individual papers from their general
assessment about the quality of the journals in which they are published, although, as our
opening quotation® suggests, this behaviour can be modified by the circumstances. There is a
strong competitive drive for some scholars to publish in what they consider to be high
prestige journals. There is also sometimes a kind of ‘‘halo effect”, where an individual
defines a journal as ‘‘high quality’’ if he publishes in it, or is on the editorial board.

Access to a high prestige journal sometimes depends upon being the protégé of a
powerful patron. Providing you have a good friend in the Royal Society or the National
Academy of Sciences, you can escape both the rigours and the biases of the usual peer review
process. This is a delicate issue, seldom discussed openly. An exception is Stephen
Fretwell’s8! description of how the now widely recognised ecologist Robert MacArthur had
great difficulty in getting his earlier papers published. It was only because he found a dis-
tinguished patron, G. Evelyn Hutchinson, that he could bypass peer reviewing by other
ecologists and get his papers into the Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, U.S.A.
Fretwell concludes his discussion of this sensitive topic by asking: ‘“Without the Proceedings
of the NAS, I wonder how far MacArthur would have gotten?”” Although no one can object
to the publication of the seminal papers by MacArthur, there have been so many examples of
abuse by the bypassing of peer reviewing that members of the US National Academy of
Sciences have complained, in 2 few cases publicly®?, and some reforms have been recently
instituted.

Thus, many good quality papers get published in low prestige journals and vice versa.
Some of the most serious faking scandals in science, and also cases of plagiarism, have
appeared in high-ranking journals.6> 5 Nevertheless, some weight should be given to where a
candidate has published, providing allowance is made for the complicating factors. There is a
useful rank ordering of journals by citation impact.5 It has certain limitations but is the only
way to get away from the subjective judgements of individual administrators. It is imperative
to bear in mind that acceptance or rejection of a manuscript is rather capricious. The system
is noisy, with many biases, including bias against dissidence, both scholarly and social.
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The words of the editors of the very prestigious Physical R eview Letters bring us back to
the peer review theme:

It is a plausible hypothesis that, in spite of the responsible and conscientiously prepared counsel
that we receive from our referees and Divisional Associate Editors, our selection of papers is too
often ruled by chance. Under ordinary circumstances, each newly received paper is sent to two
referees at once. The agreement between the referees is scarcely better than chance. A simplistic model
which states that one-sixth of the papers are so clearly superior that cach referce approves and
one-sixth are so clearly poor that each referee advises rejection, leaving the other two-thirds to be
decided by the flip of a coin, fits the correlations that we observe. On this model, if two-thirds of
the papers that we accept were replaced by two-thirds of the papers that we reject, the quality of the journal
would not be changed.® [Emphasis added]

Also, the words of Lynn Margulis, given below, turn our attention back to peer review
when we consider judging individual contributions solely on the basis of where they are
published. Margulis is a fine example of the dissident researchar. She originally championed
the theory of the origin of subcellular organelles from separate microorganisms (the
endosymbiont theory) against a unified disbelieving establishment. Now, as a result of
research by her, and by many others, this theory is widely accepted, at least for chloroplasts
and mitochondria. Margulis writes of her own experiences with peer review:

Every one of our papers containing new ideas was rejected at least once; this was especially true
of a prize-winning paper that generated 1,100 reprint requests. . .

My experience on the question of 2 possible endosymbiotic origin for the microtubule system is
a case in point. Six years ago I was told by an NSF [National Science Foundation] grants
officer. . . that “‘important’” scientists did not like the theory presented in a book I had written
and that they would never fund my work. I was actually told that I should never apply again to
the cell biology group at NSF, since my work ““only appealed to the small minds in
biology . . . the naturalists’”.

CrrarionN INpices: CATCHING
“tHE EEL OF SCIENCE’’

How Index-learning turns no student pale,
Yet holds the Eel of science by the Tail.®

That refrain from Alexander Pope’s Dunciad is part of his testimonial for a candidate for
the Chair of Dullness. The lines, published in the eighteenth century, seem strangely
appropriate in summarising the utilisation in the 1960s and 1970s of citation indices.

In publications scholars cite the work of other scholars, as well as of themselves. These
citations can be used to construct a measure of information flow. The study of citation
patterns has been used to work out the linkages in different fields of study.®

Highly cited papers or books are important landmarks in a subject. Citation indices,
thus, can also be used to measure the impact of publishing scholars, although there are many
caveats discussed below. Between the original Science Citation Index, starting in 1961, and the
later Social Science Citation Index and Arts and Humanities Citation Index, essentially all forms of
academic scholarship are now covered.

The basic procedure is to look up the individual’s name in the appropriate citation
index. One counts the number of times the publications by that individual are cited. One can
also look up the items which do the citing in order to find out what type of use is made of
the particular scholar’s work.

At this point one runs into a problem. By 1978, Science Citation Index sampled over 2500
journals, including nearly 495,000 authored source items, which, in turn, had cited slightly
over 7,475,000 items. Science Citation Index in 1978 refers to 920,039 ‘“‘unique cited authors’’
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— but, in fact, these authors are not ‘‘unique’’ in the sense of being individually identified.
Individuals with the same surname and the same initials, for example all A. Smiths, are
lumped together. These ‘*homographs’® can be a source of confusion. (Why bibliometricians
do not call these homonyms, the more usual word for identical names, instead of
homographs, we do not know.) When in doubt, each cited item must be checked.
Obviously, homographs are most likely to occur for common surname and initial
combinations, but there are examples even for very unusual names.

ProBLEMS IN THE INTERPRETATION OF

CrrarioN INDEx CoOuUNTS
Given the potentialities of citation counts for both use and abuse, it is desirable to have a brief
discussion of some of the complications:

1. Professional age

The longer an individual has been publishing, the greater the opportunity to be cited.
Nevertheless, although there is some controversy about the matter, with the possibility of
different patterns in subjects differing in coherence and in the rate of growth, the professional
age of the author of a cited item does not have much effect on the number of citations it
receives, at least in sociology.”

2. Differences between and within fields of study

Citation practices vary greatly between disciplines, journals and authors. For science as a
whole the average publishing author who is cited at all receives close to eight citations per
year, though the actual figure is probably closer to seven because of the ‘‘homograph”’
confusion mentioned earlier. In the social sciences the average number of citations is about
four. On the whole, chemists cite twice as many items per paper as do zoologists; thus, a
chemist should get roughly twice as many citations as a zoologist of comparable age, quality
etc.

3. The time factor: differences in persistence

Related to items 1 and 2 above is the time factor, which is partially dependent upon the
differences in the rates of growth in different fields. In a faster growing field, relatively more
papers become obsolete quickly. For science as a whole, the average cited paper has a **half-
life”” of only five years. Furthermore, in various fields between one-third and one-half of all
papers are not cited again (or, to be more accurate, not cited again in the journals covered by
the citation indices, a point to which we shall return). In biochemistry 62 per cent of all
references were within the last five years of the date on the publication in which they were
cited, whereas in sociology only 40 per cent were within the last five years.”! Qur impression
is that rescarchers in unpopular areas, for example the classification of esoteric groups of
animals or plants, get few citations in the short term; however, their work is likely to be
relatively persistent, also picking up a few citations many years later.

4. Reasons for citing a paper

There are many reasons for citing a paper and useful short summaries of these reasons have
been prepared by Lawani’ and Gilbert.”® Most of these reasons are, however, favourable to
the use of citation counts as an approximate measure of impact. Nevertheless, the author’s
choice of citations is often consciously or unconsciously chosen so as to persuade the reader,
and this results in subtle bias.

It is commonly argued that citation counts are meaningless because of the ‘‘fact’’ that
many citations are made for the purpose of calling attention to errors. In fact, it is relatively
rare for a paper to be cited only because of a trivial error in it. A paper may occasionally be
cited because the citer disagrees with the cited, but that does not necessarily mean the citer is
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right and the cited is wrong. Even when it does, one must remember that science progresses
in part by falsification (to use a Popperian oversimplification). Citing a work because the
citer has, with the benefits of time and the further advances of science generally, a better
technique or a wider perspective, is all part of scholarly progress. Needless to say, the best
way to avoid being cited for errors is to publish nothing at all.

5. “The Public Relations Web”’

This phrase has been used by Rodger Mitchell* and Leigh Van Valen™ to denote the
situation where the work of a particular ingroup is promulgated by confining citation and
other forms of recognition to within the ingroup, failing to cite outsiders’ publications, even
when they have clear priority. We believe that this is probably the most important bias in
using the citation indices, either to evaluate individuals or to trace out the origins of scientific
developments.

Using an example provided by Daryl Chubin and a colleague, Timothy Lenoir™ points
out that the individual who had most clearly postulated the existence of ‘‘reverse
transcriptase’’ (the enzyme that transfers information from RNA to DNA, an RNA-
dependent DNA polymerase) had the importance of his work “‘severely underrepresented by
citation counts’’. Lenoir concludes that * . . . biomedical researchers at large laboratories tend
to project similar citation profiles due to intra-laboratory co-authorship and self-citation. The
effect is to inflate the importance of work done at these large laboratories’’.

In the prolonged and intense rivalry between Andrew Schally and Roger Guillemin, in
pursuit of the chemical structure of the hypothalamic releasing factors which control the
output of hormones from the pituitary gland, Nicholas Wade refers to the allegations of
““. .. the practice of citing as little as possible of each other’s work”.”

The noted historian of science, Derek J. de Solla Price, who had much to do with
demonstrating the utility of quantitative methods, including citation counts, warned of
““_. . the evident malpractice of some authors in preferentially citing their own papers, those
of their special friends, or those of important scientists that confer status on their work’’.”

Comments about the failure to cite the relevant research of others are often heard in
gossip among scientists. No doubt some of these comments are exaggerated. It is easy to
assume the elitist mode and dismiss such comments as ‘‘the squeals of second-raters’’, as one
scientist said to us. It is, therefore, salutary to read the words of Sir Gustav Nossal, an
eminent immunologist and Director of what many consider to be the top medical research
institute in Australia:

The process of citation, which used accurately . .. guide[s] readers to the sources that inspired a
particular piece of research, is now frequently nothing more than a kind of game, and a rather
dirty one at that. In its most extreme form, the game seeks to hide the foundations for the work
amidst a mass of trivial or irrelevant references, and seeks to establish the author’s own
laboratory as the sole source of wisdom. .. In a complex competitive world, these problems will
not disappear. Rather, they will intensify...”

6. Citation as ritual

In certain subjects very important work may not be cited, as the source is regarded as
common knowledge. On the other hand, a few older references become de rigueur as citation
landmarks, for example Darwin's Origin of Species. Here too, however, the “‘public relations
web’” has left its imprint. It is generally accepted that Alfred Russel Wallace independently
discovered the theory of evolution by natural selection and published the outline in the same
year as Darwin. Furthermore, it is known that there were important predecessors who had
formulated the essential elements of the theory.®® In contrast to Alfred Russel Wallace,
Darwin came from a wealthy and intellectually prominent family. Perhaps it is no
surprising, then, that he received most of the immediate recognition, with the result that hi:
name provided the convenient mark of recognition for subsequent citation. True, Darwir
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provided in The Origin of Species the most exhaustive documentation for the theory of
evolution by natural selection (though in spite of the title Darwin devoted very little of that
book to the central problem of evolution, the origin of species). On the other hand,
Wallace’s contributions in scholarly analysis were by no means unsubstantial. The present
organisation of zoogeography owes much to Wallace — and to another neglected pioneer,
Alfred Wegener, whose ideas on ‘‘wandering continents’” were considered lunacy or heresy
by the geological establishment for half a century.

It is also common for early important work to be missed. Although Mendel received a
few citations prior to his “‘rediscovery’’®., it was only after the beginning of the twentieth
century that citations revealed his true impact. Thus, there are time-dependent fashions in
science, with Kuhn’s# periods of paradigm change, or ‘‘revolutionary science”, alternating
with periods of gradual growth, or stasis. The periods of paradigm change will be marked by
changes in ritual citation.

There is an aspect of ritual citation which is in need of study. We had noticed, in tracing
out the literature on animal domestication, that a number of authors cited Hahn’s Die
Haustiere und ihre Beziehungen zur Wirtschaft des Menschen, usually for the first suggestion of
religious and aesthetic factors as motives for animal domestication. Yet, we have been unable
to locate a copy of this book in either the United Kingdom or Australia, even with the aid of
interlibrary loan services. If the book is that difficult to obtain, one wonders how many of
those who have cited this work have actually read it.

Somewhat similar is the pattern of ritual citation observed by Erwin Chargaff:

... bibliographies usually are wafted in their entirety from one paper to the next, except for the
insertion of the respective authors’ own contributions which, if luck has it, may then
accompany, plasmidlike, the standard package in its subsequent passages.®

B1asges IN THE CrratioN INDEx STRUCTURE ITSELF
— AND THE PoOSSIBILITY OF SCHOLARS
CHANGING THEIR CITATION AND

PupricartioNn BEHAVIOUR
The citation indices only tabulate citations to the first author of a publication. A researcher
whose name appears only in the second or subsequent positions in multi-authored papers
will have a citation index score of zero. Will this intensify further the struggle for the first
authorship position on papers?

An analysis of authors contributing articles to the Journal of Physiology is pertinent here.
That journal has had the unusual practice of listing the co-authors in alphabetical order. The
result is that, in comparison with other physiological journals, where the authors can be in
any order, the Journal of Physiology has relatively more authors whose names begin with A—E
and relatively fewer authors whose names begin with P—Z.% Thus, the publication behaviour
(in this case, choice of journal for publication) can be influenced by authorship position.

Another serious bias in the citation index structure is that, until recently, Science Citation
Index did not record the citations in the bibliographies of books, an extremely important
nodal point in communication. The citation indices are still haphazard about picking up
citations in books which are actually collections of papers or review articles. The problem is
that the reference citations may be scattered through the text (usually as footnotes, though
not invariably), at the ends of chapters, or collected together at the end of the book.

In general, the structure of the citation indices reflects the American dominance of many
(but by no means all) areas of scholarship, dominance in terms of numbers, not necessarily
quality. We have found that many important eastern European publications are missed.
Although Science Citation Index has been used to compare the impact of scientists from
different countries®, we wonder how much these results will be biased by differences in the
availability of publications, differences in the ease with which scientists can read different
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foreign languages, and the increasing use of the citation indices as bibliographic tools.

Brases IN THE SOURCES SAMPLED By CITATION
INDICES AND CURRENT CONTENTS — INFORMATION

CariTtALisM VERSUS LEFT-wWING JOURNALS?
The Institute for Scientific Information, which brings out the various citation indices, also
brings out Current Contents, with different modules for different major research areas. Current
Contents is essentially made up of copies of the table of contents of the most recent issue of a
number of journals (often with an editorial by Eugene Garfield, the founder and director of
the Institute of Scientific Information). The selection of journals for Current Contents is said
to be on the basis of the frequency with which these journals are cited.

Jon Wiener® alleges that Current Contents is biased against left-leaning journals. For a
time the appropriate modules of Current Contents did not include Monthly Review, a socialist
American journal of considerable importance.

Not being listed in Cutrent Contents probably has a serious effect on visibility. There are
so many journals that scholars have great difficulty in keeping up, even in the narrowest
specialties. Many researchers use Current Contents as a quick way to browse through the
contents of the journals which are of most interest to them. Current Contents is extremely
useful, for it allows researchers to know quickly about the existence of articles in journals not
carried by their libraries, an important service in Australia where the combination of
woefully inadequate journal subscriptions and the delay, from one to six months (as most
journals are sent by sea mail to Australia), aggravates the already serious intellectual isolation.

The convenience of having the listing of titles and the authors’ addresses in Current
Contents means that many researchers (or their students or secretaries) flip through the
listings and send off reprint request forms to the authors, or obtain a copy through their
library. The decision to select certain source items for further inspection is reached largely on
the basis of the title of the paper, although no doubt the reputation of the authors and the
institutions from which the research was published also have some importance. A biochemist
at Cambridge University, E. F. Hartree®” ®, published a modification of a commonly used
method for determining the amount of protein in samples. Because of a minor difference in
the way Hartree’s address was printed in the journal itself and in Current Contents he was able
to score how many reprint requesters had seen the article in the journal in which it was
published versus how many reprint requesters had learned of it from Current Contents. There
were 375 who saw the actual article — compared with 2125 who used Current Contents.

This example warns us that Current Contents does play a dominant role in determining
access to a researcher’s publication. If the Institute for Scientific Information decides that a
journal is not important enough to be included in Current Contents, many researchers (perhaps
a majority, as in the above example) will miss relevant papers. While some of these may be
picked up later by other literature retrieval methods, for example abstracting journals or the
citation indices, the situation has all the elements of self-fulfilling prophecy. Many libraries
now use Current Contents, or the citation index journal rankings, as criteria for deciding
whether or not to purchase certain journal subscriptions.

Given that new journals will not have any citation score, and thus start at the bottom
rank, they would automatically be excluded from Current Contents. The alternative is for the
Institute for Scientific Information to favour some new journals which it thinks will be
important.

All of this places an inordinate amount of power in the hands of one organisation — a
privately owned organisation, not accountable to society, or its elected representatives, nor
to the scientific community., While it can be said that, as a private corporation, the Institute
for Scientific Information is accountable to the marketplace, it has no competitors and
therefore completely controls the marketplace. The prices charged for many of its
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publications are so high that they are beyond the means of nearly all scientists and some
libraries.

The Institute for Scientific Information is very profitable — and with its ““fleet of
chauffeur-driven cars [which] includes a Cadillac, a Lincoln, [and] a Jaguar’’®, it has clearly
become indulgent in the luxuries of monopoly capital. Perhaps then, we can see a little better
Jon Wiener’s® concern about the absence of left-wing journals. George Orwell would have
understood.

However, to be fair, the inventor of the citation abstracts, Eugene Garfield, who is also
President and Chairman of the Board of the Institute for Scientific Information, and owns 65
per cent of its stock®, has tempered his enthusiasm for his product with a warning to the
scientific community:

Like most other scientific discoveries, this tool can be used wisely or abused. It is now up to the
scientific community to prevent abuse of the SCI [Science Citation Index] by devoting the
necessary attention to its proper and judicious exploitation.”

We are now faced with an ominous situation; not only is there potential for error in the
evaluation of individuals and groups of individuals, but there is also the potential for
ultimately distorting the development of many fields of scholarship. The fault for allowing
the Institute for Scientific Information to be a private organisation rests with the bureaucrats
and scientific administrators in the US National Science Foundation, who failed to follow up
Gatfield’s promising initial efforts in creating the citation index system and who refused to
set up a publicly owned information agency.?® There is really no excuse. The opportunity
arose in that immediate post-Sputnik era, when funds were readily available and the Soviets
had developed an impressive information service for their own scientists.

The result of that faulty decision within the US National Science Foundation is likely to
have far-reaching consequences: first, as mentioned earlier, the high prices charged by the
Institute for Scientific Information already limit the access to these useful bibliographic
tools. Libraries must pay high charges for the ISI’s subscriptions. This has come at an
unfortunate time, for the economic recession has resulted in drastic cuts to the budgets of
many university libraries, which have responded by purchasing fewer books and by
cancelling journal subscriptions.

Second, leaving the situation in private hands may have inhibited further improvements.
For example, probably only government financing and direction from the scholarly
community could accomplish the necessary access to totally computerised citation indices
that would so greatly speed the search for useful references, as well as assist in the analysis of
the structure of science and other forms of scholarly activity. One vital project is to extend
the citation indices back in time so as to be able to obtain a better historical perspective on the
emergence of the structure of science.

Third, ways need to be found to prevent the system from being perverted by self-
fulfilling prophecy. Especially with the citation indices being used uncritically for the
evaluation of individual scholars, there are risks of intensification of overcompetitiveness and
a widespread further demoralisation of much of the scholarly community. It will be necessary
to institute some mechanisms for feedback, and that, at least in theory, is more likely to
occur with an organisation funded directly by the taxpayer.

“‘Freedom of information’” was a catchery used by politicians and academics a few years
ago. The concept was never rigorously explored. One form of implementation, the passage
of Freedom of Information Acts or their equivalent, has had little effect except in the United
States and Sweden. Despite the limited successes in penetrating unnecessary secrecy, the fact
is that the control of many types of information is becoming increasingly concentrated into
the hands of an oligopoly of information entrepreneurs and high-level bureaucrats.
Nevertheless, the citation indices are a fascinating revelation in the flow of information. Like
many inventions they can, at least temporarily, disturb existing power structures.
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AMBIVALENCE OF ADMINISTRATORS TO
Bisr.iomeTrIcs: THE CrTaTIiON INDICES GIVE SOME
PowEeER TO THE ACADEMIC PROLETARIAT

— A1 Least TEMPORARILY

We are unable to find information about how frequently academic or scientific
administrators use the citation indices in deciding the fates of staff. Nicholas Wade* claims
that citation analysis is used at some American universities as ‘‘part of the evidence for
deciding cases of promotion and tenure’”’. Wade writes too that ‘‘the National Science
Foundation (NSF) is using the technique to assess its funding of chemistry departments and
as a safety net to catch chemists who write bad grant proposals but are heavily cited”.
However, Wade’s latter claim drew a denial from an administrator in the chemistry section
of the NSF.»

Wade% also mentions that citation counts were used in evidence in a court case to show
that a female biochemist at an eastern American university was discriminated against in being
denied tenure. Her citation count was better than that of a male staff member who had been
granted tenure.

What is of significance is that in 1979, years after the introduction of citation indices
and after much discussion of their uses in scholarly journals, we met two prominent British
academic administrators, both involved in ‘life-or-death’’ decisions over staff being
considered for redundancy. Yet, neither of these academic administrators knew about the
citation indices — and didn’t seem to want to know.

Many of the books and articles cited by us earlier in this section provide evidence for a
partial association between various measures of quality and the citation counts. If due
allowance is made for the biases discussed briefly by us earlier, the method can be used on
individuals. This does nof mean that one individual who gets 10 citations a year is better than
another individual who gets eight. In fact, the 95 per cent confidence interval for comparing
the citation impact of two different individual papers is very large. Just the sampling
variation is so great that the 95 per cent confidence intervals are three versus 10, 10 versus
20, or 99 versus 124 (see note 97). When one adds the counts over the years, and for a
number of publications, the techniques become more discriminatory — providing that the
interpretation of the numerical data is tempered with the caveats discussed here.

Probably the most important source of error is the ingroup effect, or the ““public
relations web’’ mentioned earlier. This tends to give dissidents and other outsiders a low
score. One possibility is to use the method employed by Dennis Dieks and Hans Chang.”
They measured strangeness’’, the percentage of citations arising from outside the country
of the cited. Dieks and Chang showed that this measure was different for different groups of
Dutch workers publishing on various aspects of magnetic resonance spectroscopy and suggest
that “‘strangeness’’...‘“can be useful to identify ‘incrowds’ in science’. Presumably,
researchers in another country will be less influenced by local favouritism or disfavouritism.

Such an example may seem a striking exception to R. K. Merton’s basic norms of
science, notably wniversalism and disinterestedness.” However, we know of a number of
instances where researchers refused to cite a dissident’s papers, even though these papers had
clear priority or described techniques which they had copied. One of the individuals actually
confessed to us that he was afraid to cite these papers lest he offend a powerful senior
academic.

The overriding importance of status in influencing citation practices is evident from the
research performed by Richard Whitley, which also gives a useful suggestion for reducing
bias from the *‘public relations web’’. Whitley studied the citation impact and practices of
two groups of physiologists: HIPP physiologists, who were ‘‘high in power and prestige’’,
versus LOPP physiologists, who were ‘‘no power and low prestige”.” Although LOPP
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physiologists received only six citations in physiological journals, versus 156 citations for
HIPP physiologists, this overwhelming difference was greatly reduced when citations in
non-physiological journals were measured. In journals outside the field of physiology the
LOPP physiologists received 165 citations compared with 500 citations for HIPP
physiologists. In other words, the no-power-and-low-prestige physiologists were making a
relatively greater impact outside their field than inside. The HIPP physiologists still had 2
greater total impact but their dominance inside the physiology journals (156/6 = 26) was
weakened outside the physiology journals (500/165 = approximately 3). What is especially
important is Whitley’s observation that-HIPP physiologists never cited LOPP physiologists.
Rank rules!

Now, with the review of various biases, we can return to the question of why many
scientific administrators are reluctant to use the citation indices in obtaining an approximate
measure of quality. We believe that, despite the many biases inherent in the use of citation
indices, these methods do take some power away from the administrator. It is easy fo get the
desired result by seeking a couple of anonymous opinions about a researcher. Despite the many biases in
the citation indices, it is far less easy to “tlt” the counts in an open publication, accessible to
administrator and to dissident alike.

Furthermore, the tables can be turned: the dissident can always check up on the
scholarly impact of the administrator, or upon the impact of a complainant or his supporters.

In the course of defending dissidents we have noticed a wide range of behaviour of staff
association officials. Some are helpful and ready to protest injustice, but others are not. It
gradually became apparent that the more vigorous defenders of dissent had, on the whole,
better records of publication and citation. These results go along with the literature reviewed
towards the beginning of this chapter, the partial positive association between social
dissidence and scholarly accomplishment. However, such results have an important
implication in the defence of academic freedom: the selection of mediocre individuals for staff
association positions can be a threat to intellectual freedom and fairness. Some staff
association officials are well motivated and have sufficient scholarly status to be able to stand
up against academics or administrators participating in a witch-hunt. Unfortunately, a few
individuals use their election to staff association positions as a conduit into the corridors of
administrative power.

We conclude the discussion of citation indices by returning to the couplet from
Alexander Pope, used at the beginning of this section: ‘‘Index-learning’’ does now *‘hold the
Eel of science by the Tail’’. When allowance is made for the biases, the citation indices can
also help to catch the eel-climbing academic who advances by means distinct from scholarly
recognition.

“Wuae~n ALr ELse Fairs, TRy READING. . .
We have passed from the deviousness of personal opinions to the elegance of bibliometrics.
At this point of desperation in the discussion of methods for the evaluation of performance
we draw attention to a relatively neglected means for the evaluation of both research and
academic staff. We suggest that administrators should try reading the publications of staff
about whom they must make decisions of hiring, firing, or promotion.

Many specialist papers can only be fully comprehended by similar specialists. But a
senior academic administrator should at least be able to judge certain general qualities of
books, review articles or more popular presentations. Clarity of expression, logical
development and enthusiasm for the subject should be evident to the capable administrator.
It may also sometimes be possible to judge originality, if the field is not too far removed
from the administrator’s experience. Such qualities are desirable in both researchers and
teachers.

We have no data on the extent to which academic administrators, or staff members
generally, actually examine the publications of those on whom they pass judgement. We

)2
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hope that the following confession revealed in the interviewing of an academic administrator
by Caplow and McGee does not reflect the norm:

Q: Are the men’s publications read?

A: Oh, yes!

Q: By whom?

A: By the tenure members, at least.

Q: All of them?

A: Yes.

Q: Did you read them?

A: Yes.

Q: Did you read those of the man you finally hired?

A: Yes.

Q: What was the one which you remember best about?

A: Well...Ididn’t read it, exactly. I looked it over. It was in a good journal. Nothing trashy gets
in there.

Q: What do you mean by you ‘‘looked it over’’?

A: Well, I looked at it, looked at his references, read his abstract.

Q: Is that the way the rest of the committee handles the publications, do you think?

A: 1 think so, yes, they look them over.!®

EvarvatioNn oF TEACHING

Powerful evaluation procedures can yield results from which the administrator may have no place
to hide. Weak methods yield results that can be interpreted to his advantage. To many
administrators weak methods seem better. . .

[J. G. Stanley]
Of course, not only teachers are opposed to evaluation. Administrators, who are wise in the way
of politics and organizational behaviour, realize that reverberations may take place on the
campus; once evaluation of students is echoed by evaluation of teachers it may not be long before

the evaluation of the administration is called for.
[G. L. Geis]™®

It is generally agreed that the evaluation of teaching is even more difficult than the evaluation
of research. The topic of what makes a good teacher is one that is discussed frequently in
books and papers, but with little agreement. A recent collection of review articles by the
Canadian Association of University Teachers'? provides a useful introduction to the
literature on evaluation of teaching in higher education.

The lack of agreement about what constitutes good teaching is not surprising.
Criticisms of teaching performance often do not allow for individual differences, both among
teachers and among students. Certain styles of teaching suit some lecturers better than
others. Conversely, some students prefer one type of teaching to another. A teacher who is
considered dull and pedantic by one person might be considered well organised and carefully
paced by another.

A further problem is that evaluation of teaching is coloured by one’s own experiences,
politics and value systems. One study of different teaching styles, assessed by different
people, found that the same example could be judged ‘‘exemplary, trivial or unethical’’.1%3

Individual variation in learning ability cannot be ignored — especially in this time when
more people are going on to higher education and when universities are encouraged (or
forced) by politicians to reduce the ranks of the unemployed. Some students need *‘high
arousal’’. They prefer exciting and enthusiastic speakers. When such ‘‘high arousal”
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students are inspired, they do excellent work. The slow-but-steady student, who may in the
end reach a high standard of performance, usually does better with a more carefully paced and
not-too-stimulating lecturer.

There is also now a pronounced generation gap between staff members in their opinions
about what constitutes good (or bad) teaching. We believe that this divergepce in opinion
has probably arisen as a result of television and its influences on students. Thus, older and
younger staff members often disagree about the means needed to encourage (or to coerce)
students to study. For the last twenty years in Western countries, students entering
university differ from their predecessors in their massive exposure to a novel means of
communication. (They also differ from earlier students in being recruited from a broader
social and ethnic base.)

The exposure to television, with viewing times of twenty to thirty hours per week,
presents problems for teachers. Students have become conditioned, like Pavlov’s dogs, to
brief, pre-digested tidbits of knowledge, sugar-coated with a false lucidity. Concentration
span has shrunk to the time for the average television commercial. It requires a determined
personality on the part of the teacher to get students to break through the self-imposed
barriers of mass mediocrity, indeed, just to get the students to read.

Television is also a one-way flow of information. If exposure to television makes
students restless in ordinary lectures, it can also make them strangely passive recipients to
knowledge. Some teachers, of course, prefer students who do not answer back. Other
teachers deplore the intellectual deadness.

At the same time, television, for all its faults, has made the average student much more
aware of what goes on in the world. Teachers who isolate their subject from the reality that
students perceive run the risk of losing credibility, if not attention.

Whatever the differences in opinion about the value of television, few will deny that it
hasn’t changed attitudes about what constitutes good presentation. There are the rare
examples of high quality lectures on television, combined with the visual presentation of
examples from film or TV cameras in a way that would be beyond the funds available in any
university.

Some qualities in a good teacher

In the course of interviewing candidates for academic jobs, it is common to ask them to give
a seminar. This allows one to judge not only some of their research but, in particular, their
ability to present material clearly. The results may not be representative of their day-to-day
abilities at teaching a range of subjects, including, unavoidably, many for which the lecturer
has not had first-hand research experience. Academic appointments more often go to
specialists rather than generalists, but the specialist may have more difficulty in lecturing on
the wide range of subjects necessary in teaching.

Other aspects of teaching performance need consideration besides lecturing. In the
sciences a quite different approach is needed in organising effective laboratory practicals or
field studies. Working with small groups, for example in tutorials, requires yet different
talents,

Perhaps the most important quality in a teacher is being able to make effective contact
with students, encouraging critical examination, both of their own efforts and the efforts of
others. Some subtle factors are involved in balancing encouragement and discipline. A
brilliant lecturer may be so personally arrogant that students are *‘turned off’’. We recall one
lecturer who epitomised ‘‘radical chic’” in his trendy dress and bizarre personal activities;
but, he was the only staff member who could reach certain students and stimulate them to do
excellent research. It takes all kinds to make an effective teaching world. By passing
judgement too hastily, especially on nebulous concepts such as *“personality”’, administrators
reject many individuals who have that innate ability to make contact with certain students.

Some of the most effective teaching takes place in informal settings, often in casual
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conversation between staff member and student. Yet, in the evaluation of the performance of
teachers, credit is rarely given to those who spend long hours helping, guiding, inspiring or
just listening to students. v

Thus, allowing for the wide range of opinions about what constitutes good teaching,
the best procedure is to ask for a large number of independent assessments. Such evaluations
should include some standard set of questions, such as: How well prepared is the lecturer?
How well read is the lecturer? How effective is the lecturer in using visual aids? Does the
lecturer show a willingness to answer students’ questions? Does the lecturer respect the
views of students, especially when they differ from his own? Does the lecturer inform
students ahead of time how they will be graded? In grading examinations, does the lecturer
give students a good idea of what errors they made?

Our list is not intended to be complete and, obviously, must be adjusted to the
requirements of different subjects, in particular the relative emphasis on lectures, tutorials
and laboratory practicals. The standard set of questions should be used in the evaluation of all
staff, not just the individual being considered for promotion (or sacking). The results should
be freely available so that there is no suspicion of abuse in secrecy, although, at least for
ordinary situations, the privacy of individuals will need to be preserved. In other words, for
routine matters, each lecturer would be given only his or her own results, the results for
others being presented as a general numerical distribution. However, when dismissal charges
are being prosecuted — charges alleging unsatisfactory teaching — then the right of the
individual to a fair trial transcends the rights of other staff members to their privacy.

Student evaluation of staff teaching performance

So far we have said nothing about student opinion in assessing academic performance. This is
anathema to many academics. The very suggestion that students should be permitted to
express an opinion, let alone that it be given some weight in evaluation, has on more than
one occasion contributed to a dissident being given a one-way ticket out of the academic
profession. It is thus welcome to find the example of a Vice-Chancellor'® who points out the
salutary role of student opinion, including even the candid comments which occasionally
occur in student newspapers or counter-calendars.

Student opinion is no better and no worse than any other opinion. It is sometimes
coloured by the prevailing subculture of anti-intellectualism (“‘ockerism’ in Australia) and
by a general hostility to what it perceives as parental authority. But, beyond the generation
gap and mediocrity cult, there is sometimes an intolerance for unfairness and a youthful
ability to detect — and to puncture — pomposity. Students have often sampled more of 2
lecturer’s efforts than his professional colleagues have; also, students will have an immediate
perception of how those efforts compare with the efforts of other staff.

The sensible way to use student opinion is the same as for any other kind of opinion.
Ask a number of questions (rather along the lines of those listed in the previous section). The
questions should not be ““loaded"” and should allow for the multiple facets of good teaching.
A reasonably large random sample of students should be taken. One should allow for the fact
that a staff member who expects students to work hard will always receive complaints that
the lectures are too difficult to understand or that the reading assignments are too long. After
all, one is supposed to be assessing performance in a university, not a kindergarten.

What we find odious in some attempts to dismiss staff is where the administration
presents the opinion of only one or two selected students. The administration never reveals
how many students were sampled to get a few who would give the opinion they wanted.
This is a standard of unsatisfactory sampling that those same academic administrators would
not tolerate in their own research (or at least we would hope that they would not tolerate it).

The claim is sometimes made that students’ opinions are influenced by the grade they
receive.!% That may not be as bad as it sounds. Since a student who likes a particular teacher

v
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often works harder in the subject, it is not surprising that there is a positive partial
correlation between grades and student opinion. We know of né evidence that students are
more likely to be subject to faulty judgement arising out of conflicts of interest than are
academics. The answer to such problems is, as mentioned before, to ensure that the sampling
procedure is valid and that there are data available for opinions about other staff besides the
one being considered for administrative action.

It is unsettling to note that in several cases where dissidents were alleged to have had
poor performance in teaching, their non-dissident colleagues, whose performance was much
worse, were not considered for dismissal. When a staff member frequently misses his
lectures, fails to turn in his grades on time, arrives at lectures late or unprepared, fails to keep
up in the subjects about which he is lecturing, treats the students unfairly, or even indulges
in what is euphemistically called ‘‘sexual harassment’’, why are not the dismissal statutes
invoked? Such behaviour would appear to qualify as ““gross and persistent neglect of duties’’.
Senator Baden Teague, the Chairman of the Senate Standing Committee on Education and
the Arts, investigating the tenure of academics, complained: *“...one could wax quite
loudly about this almost national scandal of teaching inadequacies amongst tertiary staff’’.1s
That may be a bit extreme, but a problem exists and it is not helped by administrators
spending so much time and effort in trying to sack dissidents on inadequate charges when
consistently poor teaching, plagiarism, false charges, and sexual exploitation of students by
other staff go unpunished.

In summary, the essence of fair evaluation is to have a thorough comparison of the
individual being considered for some administrative action (appointment, promotion,
tenure, or dismissal) with the performance of appropriate peers. The limitations of different
methods of evaluation must be recognised. If the administration really has a good case, it
need not rely on procedural ploys. Nor need the administration rely on inadequate sampling,
either of an individual’s work or actions. As Marcia Lieberman!” wrote in the quotation
given at the beginning of this chapter: ‘‘Covert discrimination cannot exist without
falsehood. . . Often the blame is placed on the victim’’.
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